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rison a d Jail Inmates 
e 

Paige M. Harrison 
and Allen J. Beck. Ph.D. 

EJS .Wafisf/cians 

At midyear 2005 the Nation's prisons 
ana jails incarcerated 2,186,230 
persons. Prisoners in the custody of the 
50 States and the Federal system 
accounted for two-thirds of the 
.incarcerated population (1.438.701) 
inmates). The other third were held in 
local jails (747.529), not including 
persons in community-based programs.' 

On June 30,2005,1,512,823 prisoners 
were under Federal and State 
jurisdiction, which includes inmates in 
custody and persons under the legal 
authority of a prison system but held 
outside its faoilitiesDuring the 124nOnth 
period ending June 30.2005, the 
number under State jurisdiction rose 
1.2%. while the number under Federal 
jurisdiction rose 2.9%. Montana (up 
7.9%). South Dakota (up 7.8%). 
Minnesota (up 6.7%), and Kentucky (up 
6.4%) had the 1argest.percentage 
increases. Twelve States had 
decreases, including Vermont (-2.9%), 
Idaho (-2.8%). and New YO& (-2.5%). 

At midyear 2.005 local jail authorities 
held or supervised 819.434 offenders. 
Nhe percent of these offenders (71,905) 
were, supeivlsed outside jail facilities in 
programs such as community service, 
work release. weekend repolting, 
electronic monitoring, and other 
alternative programs 

'See box on p ~ g e  7 for dasaiption of jail 
paputations 

' .  

- 

Rate per 
P*on Nmberof Jail Number Of Total i n m -  100.000 
populaUon Ulmsles population jail inmates waUon m e  rasidenls' 

5 hlghest: 
Faderat 184.484 CahfDmta 
Texas 171,338 Texas 
Calilvmia 165.531 fiorida 
Florida 87.545 Georgia 
New York 62.983 PwnWtMnia 

North Dakok 1,338 Nmih Dakota 
Vermont 1.975 SouUlD3koIa 
Wyoming 2,026 Maine 
Maine 2.084 Wyoming . 
New Hampshire 2.561 New Hampshire 

5 lowesc 

 POS SO^ ana jail inmahs per 1w.000 resldenls. 
From midyear 2004 to midyear 
2005 - 
. The number of inmates in custody in 
local jails rose by 33.539; in State 
prison by 15.858; and in Federal 
prison by 6.584. 

had the greatest percentage increase: 
The Smaller State prison systems 

Montana(up 7.9%) and South Dakota 
(UP 7.8%): 

On June 30.2005 - 

82.138 Lovisiana 1,138 
66.534 Geamia 1,021 
63,620 Tern5 976 
44.955 Miasipsippi e55 
34.455 Oklahoma e18 

944 Maine 273 
1.432 Minnewlota 3w 
1.545 Rhodeislard 313 
1.551 V-nl 31 7 
1.728 NewHmWtim 319 

- An estimated 12% of black males, 
3.7% of Hispanic males. and 1.7% Of 
white males in their late twenties were 
in prison or jail. - in three States - Iowa, South 
Dakota, and Wisconsin - black prisor 
and jail inmates represented 4% of th€ 
black State population. Pennsylvania 
(with 1,714 Hispanic inmates per 
100,000 Hispanicresidents) and Idahc 
(1,654) had the highest Hispanic incai 
ceration rates. - A total of 2,266 State pnsonerr were 

under age 18. Adun jails held a total of 
5 759 DeRons under aae 18 

- Local jails wero operatrng 5% below 
their rated capacity. In contrast. at 
vearend 200.1 State pnson systems . .  - 
Evere between I% below capacity anc 
15% above; the Federal prison System 
was operating at 40% above rated 

-State and Federal correctional 
authorities held 91,117 nondtizens 
(6.4% of all prisoners), down from 
91.815 at midvear2004. - Privately operated prison facilities 

held 101,228 inmates (up 2.7% since 
midyear 2o04). The 

inmates in private prisons (up 2.038). 

'There were 129 female prison and 
jaii inmates per 100,000 women in the 
united States* to reported the largest increase among male prison and jail inmates per 
dW.000 men 
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Growth continues as rising 
'admissions outpace releases 

From 2000 to 2004 admissions to 
State prison rose 11 3% (from 625,219 
in 2000 to 697,066 in 2004). During 
2004, 672,202 sentenced prisoners 
.were released from State prisons. up 
from 604,858 in 2000 - an .increase of 
11.1% (table 7) 

Admissions to the Federal prison 
system increased 21.2% between 
2000 and 2004 (from 43.732 to 
52,982): releases increased 32.2% 
(35,259 to 46.624). The number of 
.admissions to Federal prison in 2004 
exceeded releases by more than 6,300 
inmates. 

New coud commitments on the rise 

Prior to 1998 growth in prison 
admissions reflected increasing 
numbers of offenders returnjog for 
parole violations. Between 1990 and 
1998 the number of returned parole 
violators increased 54% (from 133,870 
'to 206.1 52). while the number of new . I. 

court mrnrniiments increased 7% 
(from 323,069 to 347.270). 

However, since 1998, parole violators 
retumea to prison increased by less 
than 6%, while new court cOmmitmentS 
rose"lE%. 

slate plison edmissions. bytype, 
1990. 1995. and 1998-2W4 

Newcourt Pa& 

in ne" Of revoking pamfa 

8 PIfson and Jail inmates af Midyear 2005 

'able 7. Number of sentenced prisoners admitted and released horn 
;late or Federal Iurisdiction. by region and jurisdiction, ZOO0 and 2003-W 

t w b n  and change. daw=. 
,dsdiCllon 2004 2003 2000 2WOM 2004 2003 2MM 2000-04 

us. mi 6 9 7 . m  686.437 625.219 11.5% 672202 656,384 604.858 11.1% 
FadeEd 52,982 52,288 43.732 21.2 46.624 44.199 35.259 32.2 
Sate 644,084 634.149 581.487 10.8 625.578 612.18s 569.599 9.8 
Y 0 rth e il s I 
Connecticut 
Maine 
was*aChUSetts 
New Hempshlre 
N W  J e w  
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Idand* 
Vermont 
Mldwrril 
Illinois 
Indiana 
iowa 
Kansas 
M i i a a n  
Mim&ola 
Mi6wUd 
Nebraska 
Norm Dakota 
on10 
Soulh Dakota 
wcansin 
South 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mivyland 
MiSSiSslppi 
North Cwuna 
Oklahoma 
sourn Camtina 
Te""eSYee 
TBXa5 
Wrginla 
wesf Wmlnia 

Montana 
Nevaaa 
New Mexlm 

66,441 
8.577 

655 
2.278 
1,099 

13.886 
24,664 
'14,319 

755 
2.208 

144.002 
39193 
16.029 
4.364 
4.519 

13.248 
6.604 

18.281 
2,085 
1,008 

28.196 
2.304 
8.071 

71,171 
6.571 
931 

2.185 
1.139 

14,398 
26.040 
14,039 
3.881 
1,987 

138.924 
36,063 
15.615 
5 . m  
4,605 

12.659 
5.914 

17.151 
1.959 

992 
26.506 

1.915 
8.000 

67.765 -2.0% 
6.185 6.3 

751 -72.8 
2.062 10.5 
1,051 4.8 
13.653 1.7 
27.601 -10.6 

3.701 : 
984 : 

iwr7  21.6 

117,776 22.3% 

11.876 35.0 
4.656 -6.3 
5,032 -9.7 

12.160 8.9 
4.406 49.9 

14.454 26.5 
1.688 23.5 

605 66.6 
23.780 18.6 

1.400 64.6 
8.396 -3.9 

28.344 33.9 

68,760 
6.707 
636 

2.391 
1.080 

14,418 
26.043 
14396 

828 
2.261 

143.497 
38.646 
15.100 
6.M9 
4.683 

13.723 
5.649 

17.307 
2,om 

917 
28.170 

2,428 
8.596 

72.609 70.646 -2.7R 
6.890 5,018 13.3 

782 677 a.1 
2.302 2.889 -17.2 
1.188 1.044 3.4 

15,043 15.362 -6.1 

13.m 11.759 22.4 
27;467 28.828 -9.7 

3.684 3.223 : 
130s 946 : 

138.690 114.382 25.5% 
35.372 28.876 33.8 
14,146 11.053 36.6 
6.074 4.379 38.1 
4.405 5.231 -10.5 

13.910 10.874 26.2 
5.437 4.244 37.8 

16.967 13.346 29.7 
1.953 1.503 35.0 

870 598 53.3 
27.369 24.793 13.6 

1.980 1.327 83.0 
8.107 8.158 5.4 

13.29 
28.3 
182 

8.6 
23.1 
38.9 
3.3 
5.3 

74.2 
4.8 
2712 
16.0 
4.3 
10.1 
21.9 
54.3 
0.57 
4.9 

12.0 
-9.1. 
36.0 
20.8 
29.0 
84.0 
7.8 

209 
45.7 
5.3 

. . , , , . . . . . , , .  . . .  . .  , . .  . , , , . .. . . . . . . , .  . . . .  
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Prevalence of Imprisonment in 

By Thomas P. Bonczar 
BJS Statistician 

At yearend 2001 there were 1,319,000 
adults confined in State or Federal 
prison and an estimated 4,299,000 
living former prisoners. A total of 
5,618,000 US. adult residents, or 
about 1 in every 37 US. adults, had 
ever served time in prison. Estimates 
of the prevalence of imprisonment in 
the US. population, presented here 
for the first time, are based on a 
demographic model incorporating rates 
of mortality and first incarceration in 
prison. 

Between 1974 and 2001. the preva- 
lence of imprisonment Increased by 
nearly 3.8 million. This included a 1 .I 
million increase in *he number of adults 
in prison (up from 216,oM)) and a 
nearly 2.7 million increase in the 
number of living former prisoners (UP 
from 1,603,000). 

If rates of first incarceration remain 
unchanged, 6.6% of ail persons born 
In the United States in 2001 will go to 
State or Federal prison during their 
lifetime. up from 5.2% in 1991, and 
1.9% in 1974. Unlike the prevalence 

' ' , of ever having gone to prison, which 
estimates the extent of past experi- 
ences, the lifetime likelihwd of going 
to prison is an estimate of the chances 
of future incarceration, given 
unchanged rates of first incarceration 
and mortality. 

4t yearend 2001 over 5.6 million US. adults had ever served time 
n State or Federal prison 

J.S. rssidents Number Pon;onl of adun Us. mident9 
%erinoarCWated 1974 1881 2001 1974 l9Sl 2001 
Tola1 1,819,000 3,437.000 5.618.000 1.3% 1.8% 2.7% 

White 837.000 1,395,000 1,870,000 1.4 1.8 2.6 
S95,OOO 1,181.000 1,936.000 8.7 12.0 16.6 

n1spanio 94,000 392.000 911.000 2.3 4.8 7.7 

W.9 1,677.000 3.l42.000 5,037,000 2.3 3.4 4.9 

Bladi 

142,000 205,000 581,000 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 'emale 
mi te  S6,WO 139,000 225.000 0.1 0.2 0.3 
Slack 51,000 iW.000 231,000 0.6 0.9 1.7 
HiSoanlc 8.000 30.000 86.000 0.2 0.4 0.7 

-Of adults in 2001 who had ever 
mv.4 rima in orison nnarlv as manv 

* US.  residents ages 35 to 39 in 2001 
were more likeiv to have aone to _.P ., ~, ~~~ I ~~~ ~ 

Ncre black (2,166,000) as were while 
:2,203.000). An estimated 997,000 

prisoll (3.8%) t6an any ol6er age 
group, up from 2.3% in 1991 

Nere Hispinic. 
*An estimated 22% of black males 

@The rate of ever having gone to Pri- ages 35 to 44 in 2001 had ever been 
son among adult black males (16.6%) confined in state or Federal prison, 
was over twice as high as among adult compared to 10.0% of Hispanic male: 

and 3.5% of white males In the same 
ags group. times as high as among adult white 

males (2.6%). 

Ii Incarceration rates remain unchanged. 6.6% of US. residents born 
in 2001 will go to prlson at some time during their lifetime 

Inales (7.7%) and Over 

f About 1 in 3 black males, 1 in 6 
Hispanic mates, and 1 in 17 White 

ceration rates remain unchanged. 

P B w n t  ewer going 10 p i h n  
during lifetime. born in - 
1974 1991 . 2001 males are expected.to go to prison 

Told l.S% S.% 6.6% during their lifetime, if current lncar- 
Male 3.6% 9.1% 11.3% 

While 22 4.4 5.9 
Black 13.4 29.4 32.2 * For women, the chances of gOlng 
Hispanic 4.0 16.3 17.2 to prison were 6 timas greater in 

0.2 0.5 0.Q men, the chances of gdng to prison White 
BfaCK 1.1 3.6 5.6 were over 3 times greater in 2001 
Hispanic 0.4 1.5 22 (11.3%) than in 1974 13.6%). 

2001 (1.8%) than in 1974 (0.3%): for FWl& 0.3% 1.1% 1.0% 
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EXCERPTS FROM R e s e a r c h  Report No. h6 

EXPWRATIONS IN INMATE-FAMILY REIATIONSfLIPS 

N o n u a n  W o l t  
A s s o c i a t e  Social  R e s e a r c h  A n a l y s t  

Sauthem C o n s e r v a t i o n  C e n t e r  

D o n a l d  Miller 
A s s o c i a t e  Social Research A n a l y s t  

Los A?geles R e s e a r c h '  U n i t  

R e s e a r c h  D i v i s i o n  
C a l i f o r n L a  D e p a r t m e n t  of C o r r e c t i o n s  

S a c r a m e n t o ,  C a l i f o r n i a  
January 1972 
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CHAPTER VI. INMATE SOCXAL TIES AND PAROLE OUTCOME 

Number o f  Vis i to r s  

The preceding chapters have d e a l t  w i t h  the var ie ty  of inmate s o c i a l  ties and 
t h e i r  re la t iouship  or lack of re la t ionship  t o  the inmate's i k s t i t u t i o n a l  be- 
havior and parole plans. I n  t h i s  chapter  the focus w i l l  be on the re la t ionskip  
of these s o c i a 1 , t i e s  t o  the parole experience of the inmate. 
have produced evidence t h a t  marital s t a t u s  and family ties are important fac tors  
, i n  parole success, with more parole success noted for  ,those men receiving the 
g rea tes t  amounts of Correspondence and v i s i t s  while i z i  prison. J/ 
To iuves t iga te  this rela' t ionship a parole follow-up was conducted on 412:men who 
w e r e  paroled from the Southern Conservation,Center for  at lea,sc 12 months as of 
February 1971 and who appeared before ' the Parole Bo&rd i n  the  fiscal y q r  2968-69. 
Three categories of parole outcome w e r e  u s 4  i n  the' analysis: 1) "ho parole 
d iPf icul t ies"  meaning no known arrests. or viola t ions ;  2) ''minor d i f f i c u l t i e s , "  
includii% arrests without convictions. misdemeanor.convictions, f ines ,  and 
abscondfng. from..supervision; and 3 )  "s,eriotis d i f f i c u l t i e s ,"  r e f e r r i n g  t o  re turns  
t o  prison as a k e s u l t o f  technical  v io la t ions  o r  n,ew felohy commitment,s. 

VLsiCina Patterns and Parole Outcome 

On Tablti 19 .it can be seen that t h e  number o,f visi tors  received by the parolee 
whi lehe 'was  in .pr ison is re la ted  t o  how w e l l  he fared on parole. I ~ . g e n e r a l  
those men with greater number of v i s i t o r s  tended to.'experience less diff icul- ty 
on parole than did thoge with fewer v i s i t o r s .  With the possible exception of 
those inmates who had four o r  more v i s i t o r s ,  there is a steady progression of 
success varying f?+n about S O  percent w i t h  no parole d i f f i c u l t y  for those with 
no v i s i t o r s  to,almost  70 percent wi th  no parole d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  those with chree 
v i s i t o r s .  

Previous s tudies  

. .  

l%LE 19 
ONE YEAR PAROLE OUTCOME .BY 

NOMBER OF VISITORS 
{In Percentages) .~"" 

Parole Di f f i cu l t i e s  
None I Minor I Serious f Total  

N o  Correspondence and 

Correspondence Only 
One Visi tor  
TWO Visi tors  
.Three V i s i t o r s  
Four Vis i to r s  

Total  * 

No Visi tors  
50 

48 
53 
58 
7 0  66 

57 
I 

; i  
32 

12 

10 
9 
LO 
2 
2 

:7 

100 

100 
100 
100 
100 
LOO 
100 

(9s.) 1 
* The number. of cases i n  the following . tables  var ies  somewhat depeudiug an how 

while t h e  number o f  prison re tu rns  is r a t h e r  small, it is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  no te . cha t  
those parolees w i t h  three  or more:prison v i s i t o r s  have approxiroately .1 Wo percent 
r e tu rn  t o  prison rate as compared to a ren percent rate f o r t h o s e  wi th  2 v i s i c o r s  
or less. 
This f inding tbf those with fewer s o c i a l  ties tend t o  become .involved ' in  more 
ser ious  d i f f i c u l t i e s  including new c ~ ~ m e n t s . w o u l d  seem :to bear ou t  !he. hypo- 
t h e s i s  uoteCearlier i n  Chap, I V  that & l t i p l e  termers tend t o  have,f&er. s o c i a l  
ties i r r  general. 

many of the 412 cases studied w e r e  removed due eo lack Of information. 

. ,  
. .  

- - 1/ Glaser,The Effect iveness of a Prison and Parole S y s t e .  Bobbs- 
W m l l ,  Inc., 1964, p. 366. . .  

42 & 43 

. .  . . . . . .  . , . . . . . . . ,  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . ,  . 
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CNAplZR V L I I .  SCWE .CONCLUSIONS h, IMPLICATIONS 

Any.serio.us look at  t h e  end resu l t s  of correctional.programs is l i k e l y  to be 
discouraging. Iaanediately the invest igator  faces the problem of t ry ing t o  
define ."correctiohal prograins", as the term has becorhe so  broad as t o  include 
a l m o s t  everything convicted criminals are required t o  do Ln the course of t h e i r  
imprisonment. 
basis f o r  the progcaris. A f t e r  a review of cvrrent  comect ional  techdques ,  

Jhesaey concluded tha t  not only had t h e i r  effect iveness not  been demonstrated 
but that the techniques w e r e  "onfy v a p e l y  re l a t ed  t o  any'reputahle theory of 
behavior or of  criminality.".lJ 
than being derived from t heore t i ca l  cbnstructs ,  are usually'based on an  
"inruitSve opportunism," invoIving a kind of goal-orlented guessing whLch 
develops in to  a s t ra tegy of act ivi ty.21 

A,tEiird area of f rus t ra t ion  involves the  i n a b i l i t y  ta f ind empirical evidence 
sharing any s igni f icant  value for the g rea t  majority o f  current  techniques.of 
c'orrectional interventiion.a/ 

A t  thLs p o i i t  i n  our knowledge it seems fair to say .that there  age few correc- 
t iona l  techniques whose proven value is such that the i r  appl ica t ion  would 
represent a s ign i f i can t  improvement over aoing nothing a t  a l l .  To,compound the 
d i f f i c u l t y  most of these unproven techniques requi,re high s t a B f .  r a t ios .  or' in 
other  ways consume'large amounts of scarce correcti'onal resources. It i s  against  
t h i s  bleak backdrop that the implicat ions ' for  correct ions of the. f indings of t h i s  
study re la t ing  t o  .inmate s o c i a l  t i e s w i l l  be discussed. 

Do Fa'amllv Contacts Increase ParoZc Success?' 

.THe I&Te AND 'HIS FAXILY: .. 

A second diffXculty is the  v i r t u a l  absence of any theore t i ca l  

Empey observed tha t  most such programs,. rather 

3er research undertakings. .*The earlier of, Lhese e f f o r t s  w a s  ; 
conducted by Lloyd Ohlin i n  the course of developing a parole succe s s  predic t ion  
sca le  f o r  I l l i n o i s .  Ohlin developed ,an index of family interest wh.ile i n ,  prison 
to .%pi taI ize  on the bel ief .oE many parole agents that darotees with c lose r  
f ami Iy  ties tended t o  do B e t t e r .  Using a sample gf releases from 1925-35, he 
found that 75% of the inmates c l a s s i f i ed  as.giaintaining " active family in te res t"  
while i n  prkson were  successful on parole compared t o  only 34% for those regard- 
ed as loners.,/ 
1956 releasks .from federal  prisons with very s imi lar  r e su l t s .  He. found t h a t  71% 
of ' the:"active farniiy, in teres t"  group w e r e  successful  compare t o  mly 50% of the 

the Ponriac Branch of the I l l i n o i s  Sta te ,Peni tent iary ,  which has a.reformatory 
type population, G l a s e r  found a 74% success rate f o r  t h e  "active: . in teres t"  group 
and a 43% rate f o r  those. parolees without contac ts . l /  

G l a s e r  used Ohlin's' c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  techkique w i s h  a s?wIe ,of 

no contact  with relat ives"  group.b/ .In an  earlier study of'1940-49 rSleases f r o m  I ,  

:>*, 
..:.. :..., 

- 1/ Cressey,D.R. i' "The Nature and Effecfiveness of Co+rectional Techniques,"' &W I 

and Contemporary Problems, Vol. 23, No. 4, Autum.1958. - 2/ Empey,L.T., "A Stragegy of Search" paper presented a t  planning sess ion  Of 

Paci f ic  Sociological  'bsoc. on Technical.and. Ethical.  Problems Involved , i n  
Evaluating Action Programs, S a l t  Lake City, A p r i l  ,1965, 

De:inquency. Vox; 17, No.  1, Yanuary 1971. 

ta t ion)  Univ. of Chicagcs, 1954,, c i t ed  i h  ElaseriD.. The Effect iveness of a 

. 

k$ 
I,:.: 
r.3 - 3; Robinson,J.&G. ,Smith, "The Effectiveness of Correctional Pfograms ," C r i m e .  and . 

' 

- 5/ Oh in,L.E., The' S t a b i l i t y  and, Validi ty .of Parole ExperLeuce .Tables. (PhD disser- '  

.Pr ison and Parole System, Bobbs.-Merrilt, Inc. '  NY, 1964 p-  366. 

. .  - 6 /  G l a s e r ;  op. tit:, 'p.366. 
f 7 /  ibid.  
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This study found very s i m i l a r  percentage d i f ferences  between -KroupS. Only 50% 
of the ''no contact" inmates completed their  first yeas on parole without being 
arrested,. while 70% of those with three  v i s i t o r s  w e r e  ,"arrest free" auring this 
period. 
prison during the f i r s t  year (12% returned compared to 2% f o r  those with three 
or more v i s i to r s ) .  . .  

The convergence of these s tudies  should be emphasized. Ohlin's study focused 
on inmates paroled i n  I l l i n o i s  over a ten- yea? per ia l .  G l a s e r ' s  work r e p l i -  
cated Ohlin's findings with releases during one year from federa l  prisons as 

. w e l l  as from a reformatory type population. The same results characterize our 
study's  sample of 1969-70 releases from a minimup secur i ty  i n s t i t u t i o n  , i n  C a l i -  
fornia. .The Positive re la t ionship  between s t renpth  of s o c i a l  ties and success.  

I n  addition the"1oners" w e r e  s i x  t i m e s  more l ike ly  t o  be returned t o  

. on parole' has held 'up for  45 v&rb. of reieases across very dYverse offender 
opulatione. and i n  d i f fe ren t  l o c a l i t i e s .  It is doribtful if there  is any other 

:esearch- finding in  the f i e l d  of correc t ions  which can approximate. th i s  record.. 

'One of the major problems with the  earlier stud&es,'wh%c,h the authors of .this 
study t r i ed  t o  overdome', w a s  tha strong in te r re la t ionsh ip  among s o c i a l  ties, 
o the r  importans variables, and parole  owtcome. 
study i n  Chis regard was ' to  show t.he independent contr ibution of family ties to 
parole outcome. 
s i x  other important fac tors  w e r e  considered.. 

G l a s e r  postulated tha t  the amount of release money was important .to parole 
outcome.g/ 

. Diff icul ty  d'n parole is somewhat predic table  if the. inmate  has few contacts and 
less money., On the other hand, s trong s o c i a l ' t i e s  appear t o  serve as an  a l e -  
ernat ive  material resource. ' Among those wi th  many.visit4rs ' t he  amount of re- 
lease money assuined no impor.tance. 

Amang federal  prisoners Glaser also' faund s iga i f , icant  differences , in  parole 
outcome associated with differ'ences i n  type of residence. However, s imi lar  
differences i n  California largeZy disappeared when the number of s o c i a l  t i e s  w a s  
hefd constant. There was not much di f ference  in. parole outcome.nmong parolees 
planning.different  types ,of residences who received nmerous vis.icors. 
teZationship didn? t disappear entirely-, however, s ince  those >parolees planning 
t o  l i v e  with parents or w i v e s  still had a s l i g h t  advantage i n  parole success. ' 

For example, 8% of those who had two or  more v i s i t o r s  and who were l iv ing  
alone on parole recidivate+ cmpared t p  5% of  t h e i r  counterparts 'with plans ' t o  
ltve with t h e i r  pdrents or wives. 

Similarly,  employment prospiects among f e d e r a l  prisoners were .  important t o  
parole outcow+, but with the imposition of a con t ro l  for  family contact,  j o b  
.offew w e r e  bot  important f o r  the  sample used i n  the ,p tesent ' s tudy.  The iPlPOrt- 
ance of a job o f fe r  appeared to be primari ly a function o f ' t h e  s t rength  of the 
inmhte's s o c i a l  ties. I n  other words, the presence of a job o f f e r  w a s  unrelated 
t o  parole outcome when the inmate's s o c i a l  ties w e r e  taken i n t o  account..and the 
e f f e k t s , o f  s o c i a l  ties on parole success w e r e  independent of a job o f fe r .  

An a l t e r n a t i v e  explanation of the f indings of t h i s .  study is' t h a t  inr&tes 
receiving more v i s i t o r s  are less, l i k e l y  t o  rec id ivate  anyvay. 
t h i s  hypochesis. t he  authors divided t h e  sadlple i n t o  th ree  1evels .of  predicted 
paroldantcome and compared s o c i a l  ties and parole success wi th in  each, 
predic t ive  device w a s  the C a l i f o r n i s  Base Expectancy Scale, which i s 'based.  
heavily.on.past  criminal involvement. 

It might be claimed tha t ,  while other  imp,ortant variables w e r e  taken intb/account,, 
inmates motfvated to maintain strmg s o c i a l  ties have some. special 'motivat ion To .. 

- 8/ Glaser,op. c i t . ,  p. 316. 

The unique contributions of t h i s  

The importance of family ties held'.up i n  an aqa1ysi.s i s  which 
. . . .  

W e  found t h i s  t o  be t rue  only f o r  ehose with few s o c i a l  ties. 

The 

In order t o  Feat 

The 

Within a l l  Biise Expectancy levels ,  it 
' w a s  found that, those who mintaimed c lose r  t ies--did bet ter .  

61 & 62 
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' succeed OR parole. The same q u a l i t i e s  which, mdtivated tihe .inmate t o  maintain 
frequent.family contacts migh t  have coused him t o  do better on paroIe. The data  
'in Chapter V s e e m  t o  invalidate t h i s  a . l te rnat ive  explanation. I f  the  r e s u l t s  i n  
parole outcow were.caused by d i f f e r e n t i a l  oiotivation, it would be necessary t o  
'hypothesize a somewhat genezaliz&td motivacional difference. In other words, the 
differe.nce i n  motivation ought to show up ie other areas 'besides visdt ing and 
parole outcome. Earever, t h i s  was not t h e  case. Those who &,ir)tained frequent . ,  

'family contacts received about as many diskip l inary  reports,  had SO .bet ter  work 
records, w e r e  no more l ike ly  t o  pa r t i c ipa te  i n  treatment pragrams, and. did about 
the same i n  group counseling. In  summary, a l l  the evidence suggests t h a t  there  
is a strong independent, pos i t ive  r e l a t ionsh ip  between maineaining frequent fam- 
51y contacts w h i l e  i n  prison and success on parole.. 

%is evidence suggests tha t  the im&te's f&i ly  Sliould be viewed a s  the prime 
This 

approuch has n-rous advantages not the l eas t '  of which is  tha t  is is f ree .  
doesn't  require the specia l ly  trained s t a f f  or cos t ly  s t a f f  augotentations SO 
common to. most treatment approaches. 

A second major advantage' is the bu i l t- in  inmate motivation. 
techniques. even i f  they work, 'haxe l i m i t e d  value because the inmates m o s t  i n  
need are a l s o  the le;ast,motivaced f o r  treatment: 
the.same ones who would succeed without the program. 
contacis, .by contrast ,  is a cen t ra1 ,pa r t  of the i.luhdte's existence. 
in C h a p t e r '  1V.clearly she*. that when adequate opportunity is provided +or contacts  
the inmate"s s o c i a l  ties need not erode away. The .contacts of. our sample.Were 
about .as  frequent after severa l  years of infarceration.:aq during the f i r s t  s i x  
months. The one..important exception. to t h i s  was that a s igni f icant  numher of-  
wives stopped v i s i t i n g  during the second year. It is necessary t o  emphasize, 
however. t h a t  thss study was  done a t  a correc t ional  ComQlex which is located 
within.&sy commuting distance form where most of the;inmaees.' families live 
and which has very liberal arrangements. f o r  v i s i t ing .  It seems apparent t h a t  
the  fur ther  vbs i tors  have t o  t r ave l  and . the  more diff icuLt t h e  proeedu?es f o r  
'visiting, the more l ike ly  a r e  t h e  v i s i t o r &  to,reduce contacts a5 t h e  sentence 
1s served. 

Can .Correctional Systems Helg? 

The next question is whether o r  not  corrections2,sjrstema can do anything to 
c a p i t a l i z e  on.hhe family's po ted t i a l  as a treatment agent. Chapter V1.I examined' 
two experimental programs which a i m e d  i n  t h i s  d i rec t ion ,  the, Family Vis i t ing  and- 
the Temporary Release Programs. 
standard. 
all inoiates hoped to par t ic ipa te ,  and thase who couldn't w e r e  not ,resentful.  

. ' Neither. ptesented serious administrat ive problems. I n  addition, a follow-up 
study found t@t the part icipants  in. e i t h e r '  program did bet ter  on parole than 
'non-participantsi S ix ty  percent of the part icipants ,  experienced no d i fP icu l ty  
during .the first  year of parole compared t o  only 42% of the 'non-.participants. 
The nvmber of par t ic ipants  w a s  small, and the r e s u l t s  'mukt be interpreted with 
caution. However,  the findings held up under the.app1ication of'numerbus con- 
t r o l  variabfes. 

A final: question about the temporary 'releases i s  whether. they se.r.iousIy .threaten 

' ' treatment agent and family contacts as a wjor corr&ctional technique. 
It 

M O ~ L  treatment 

The few who volunteer a r e . o f t e n  
The'desire for  outside 

The da ta  

' .  

Both e f f o r t s  are successful by almost a n y ,  
Both enjoyed almost udanimous support from the inmate body. Almost 

. . . 
' . the public safety: Currently, thousands of inmates i n  California are being 

, released. each .year 'on temporary leaves and experience has sh+m t h a t  they are 
'involved i n  no more d i f f i c u l t y  -than would normally be expected 'during the  f h x t  
Sew days on parole. 
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The Effect of Community Reintegration on Rates 
of Recidivism: A Statistical Overview of 

Data for the Years 1971 Through 1983 

' . The Research 'Division of the Massachusetts Department of Correction routinely collects and publishes on an annual basis 

data on rates of recidivism. In these reports a series of descriptive variables on ali individuals released from Massachusetts 

Correctional Institutions is correlated. with rates of recidivism. Comparisons between current findings and. trends discerned in 

prior studies are made. Additionally, comparisons between specific correctional insgtutions of varying security lev& and 

comparisons between varying modes of correctionat programming are also made. The state correctional institutions include 

maximum, medium and minimum security facilities as well as state run prerelease centers and sub-contracted privately operated 

halfway houses. From these studies data are currently avallable for the releasee cohorts for the years 1971 through 1983. This 

report attempts to draw together data generated, from the recidivism studies of the past 13 years and to present a summary 

statistical overview of the findings. 

The annual statistical monitoring of recidivism data since the year 1971 has led to the detection of a number of significant 

trends occuring wirhin the Massachusetts correctional system. Dominant among these trends was the Occurrence of a systematic 

reduction in the recidivism rates from 1971 through to 1978. For example, in the year 1971 the recidivism rate for. the combined 

population of state prison releases was 2596; in 1973 i t  had dropped to 19%; and in 1976 i t  had dropped to 16%. By 1977, the 

recidivism rate was 15%. Later data, however, revealed that a reversal had occurred in this historical trend. The 1979 and 1980 



2 

. releasee populations ?!presented the first statistically sigiificant increase in recidivism rates in a nine year period. HOWeverJ 
* 1981 through I983 data have shown a modest but consistent drop in recidivism rates. 

A second majoi trend concerned the home furlough program in the  Massachusetts correctional system, a program begun in 

and expanded subsequent to the year 1971. Recidivism studies demonstrated that inmate participation in the furlough program 

may be an important'variable in accounting for the systematic reduction in recidivism rates occurring in Massachusetts. The data 

revealed that those individuals who had experienced a furlough prior to release from prison had signific&ntly lower rates of 

recidivism than did individuals who had not experienced a furlough prior to release. When selection factors were controlled, the 

relationship remained posltive. This trend continued 'in a consistent pattern for the eleven successive years for- which data were 

available. 

Recidivism studies have also revealed that participation in prerelease programs prior to communlty release leads to reduced 

rates of recidivism. Again, when selection factors were controlled the relationship remained constant. 

A final documented trend that has emerged from the recidivism studies focused on the process of graduated movement 

.among. institutions in  descending level of security and size. Analyses revealed that individuals released .from prison directly from 

medium or minimum security institutions (inciuding prerelease centers and halfway houses) had significantly lower rates of 

recidivism than did individuals released directly from a maximum security institution. Again, this relationship'held even when 

selection factors were controlled. 

When follow-up periods were extended from  one^ to two and then to five years, the above findings with respect to  furloughs, 

prerelease centers, and security level of releasing institution remained constant. 

The major findings of the research were collectively interpreted as tentative evidence of a positive effect of the 

That isJ correctional programs operating in the Massachusetts reintegrative community based correctional programming. 
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Data on Trends, Controliing for Selection Processes 

Collectively, the data presented in Section One of this report provide a foundation which supports the'proposition that .the 

use of the community reintegration model is associated with a reduction in recidivism. Such a proposition remains tentative, 

however, pending the resolution of issues regarding program selection processes, Therefore, Section Two of this report 

reexamines the data on recidivism trends from the standpoint of controlling for program selection biases. 

When possible, the most ideal method of evaluating the effects of a particular correctional treatment program is to impose 

an experimental design at the initial stage of program development. The random allocation of subjects into treatment and non- 

treatment (control) groups would occur administrativeiy as part of program operation. This allows the researcher to have 

confidence that the selection process at the time of intake does not bias the treatment sample. An uncontrolled selection process 

always is subject to the criticism that less serious offender risks, in terms of recidivism outcome, have been chosen.for treatment. 

Thus, if and when treatment effects are demonstrated, the researcher is faced with the criticism that the treatment group 

consisted of good risks who would have done well with or without treatment., 

Nevertheless, more frequently than not the random assignment of subjects to treatment and control groups is-not possible in 

the.correctiona1 setting. One reason for this situation is that the program administrators frequently insist upon having a say in 

who i s  and is not'admitted to their programs. A second reason, ais0 an administratively related one, is that random assignment of 

subjects can be cumbersome and difficult to operate. I t  often ties the administrator's hands when faced with practical day to day 

decisions.' If unanticipated vacancies suddenly occur in programs and the administrator, conscious of the costs of resources 

.. . .~~ . . . . .  . .  
. .  . ~ . . .  . .  
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unused, cannot.findenaugh individds immediatiey avaiiable in the treatment pool the temptation is often great to select eiigible 

subjects from.the Control Pool. 

A third inhibition to the use of random allocation is the inmate. Often inmates prefer t o  choose or reject involvement in 

treatment programs for a variety 'of personal reasons, such as: the program may be located too far away from their families thus 

preventing.norma1 family visitation patterns; the inmate may know of. an individuaf already in the program with whom he has a 

serious "beef" and would therefore be placed in danger; or the inmate may be reticent about leaving a known and secure social 

status a t  the present site and thus prefer to remain. 

A final inhibition-to random alloccation is a moral or civil rights reason. Should inmates be deniedtreatment simply for the 

In many correctional systems, especidlty in our time of growing conscciousness of inmate rights, purposes of research? 

administrators as weii as inmates would answer that to do so ,would be to deny basic inmate rights-the right for treatment and 

the right of choice of treatment. 

Because of .the many difficulties of utilizing random selection a t  the point of intake into the treatment programs alternative 

strategies are often used. Some researches use, matching techniques 'whereby the control group is constructed b y  matching 

background and criminal history characteristics with . the treatment sample. A second technique has been to go back to a prison 

population prior to the existence of the treatment program and select inmates who would have been eligible for the program had 

i t  existed utilizing the population thus selected as a control group. A third technique is to utilize Base Expectancy Prediction 

Tables. 

In.correctional research, the Base Expectancy Table has been developed as a device whereby an estimation is made of the 

varying degrees to which individuais'in a given prison population, or sub-group such as a particular treatment group, are at risk of 

. . . ~ .  .... . ~. . . . .  . .  , .  ... . . ~  
. .  ... . ...~~ . .. ...,.. . .  
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continuing their criminal careers subsequent to release. It is a classification technique in which individuals are placed in risk 

groups. The basis for the assignment of individuals into the appropriate risk group is determined on the experience of a separate 

population of prisoners not receiving that specified treatment and for whom criminal behavior subs6guent to release is already 

known. Background information known prior to release is collected on this separate population and these items are correlated 

with the known outcome criteria-subsequent- criminality or recidivism. Those items found to have the most predictive value are 

combined into a table whose resultant interaction effects are believed to constitute a more powerful predictive instrument than 

the individual items alone. A t  this point, the treatment sample (whose outcome criteria i s  not yet known) is divided into the same 

risk categories and an expected outcome rate is determined. The degree to which the expected rate of the treatment group 

approximates the actual rate of the control group determines the degree to which non-random selection has occurred, 

Additionally, if persons to be given various treatments are classified according to the risks that would have been expected 

before treatment began, a base line is formed against which the outcomes of treatment can be assessed, The risk estimate for 

each of the individuals in the treatment sample is combined to form an Expected Outcome Rate for the entire sample. When 

treatment is completed and after the subsequent foilow-up period in the community occurs, data on the Actual Outcome Rate are 

collected and determined. After appropriate 

statistical tests for differences are computed, a judgement can be made as to whether or not the treatment program appears to 

reduce the Actuai'Outcome Rate below the Expected Outcome Rate and thus measure the effectiveness of the program under 

study. 

A t  this point, the Expeaed Outcome is compared to the Actual Outcome. 

The data presented in the following section summarize a series of research studies that examine selection issues in the 

k 
I 
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material associating lower recidivism with participation in reintegration programming. Each of the studies utilizes the Base 

Expectancy methodology discussed above. It should be noted that t he  analyses have included only the males in the release 

populations. Characteristics of male and female populations were felt i o  be sufficiently divergent to warrant separate Base 

Expectancy tables. However, the female populations were too small for table construction and validation purposes. 

Therefore, the reader is alerted to the fact that the samples that follow are slightly lower in number than the simiIar 

material presented In Section One. These difference are solely the result of the exclusion of the female populations (usurtlfy less 

than 10% of the'total sample). 

The first research study that controlled for 'selection facctors in the assignment of individuals to reintegration programs was 

related to participation in two prerelease centers - Boston State and Shirley Prerelease. The research evaluation resulted .in two 

major findings. First, it was found that individuals who had completed the combined prerelease programs under study had 

significantly Iower rates of recidivism than a controf group of similar types of inmates who had not participated in a prerelease 

program and a.significantly lower actual recidivism rate than their derived expected recidivism rate. Secondly, a series of inmate 

types which seem to be disproportionatey helped by prerelease program participation was tentatively identlfied, , This material is 

summarized in Table 8. 

A second study looked at Home Furlough Program participation during the years 1973 and 1974. The research provided 

iriitial supportive evidence that participation in Furlough Programs reduces the probability that an individual will recidivate upon 

release from prison. Analysis indicated that the determined reduction in recidivism was due to  the impact of the furlough 

program and not simply to the types of inmates who were selected for furloughs. These results are summarized in Table 9. 

. . .  . .  . . ~ ~ .  
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'The third study included'in this section, summarized in Table 10 focused on the combined participationin both furlough and 

prerelease programs and controlled for selection factors. Results showed that the greater the participation in the model, the 

lower the recidivism rate. 

The final study in this section graded the levef of security of the releasing institution witb the level of recidivism. Again, 

selection factors were controaed. The results presented'in Table 11, were similar to the other studies. That is, participation in 

the reintegration model is associated with reduced recidivism even when selection factors are controlled. 

.~. . . ~ . ,. ,. i: ., . .:& 
.;:?!:*, : .: . ,. :. .. .. 

. . . .  ~ . .~ . ,. . .  .. .;_ : . ~  :.,::.,. ~ . .. . , . . . 

I 

w 
A 

.... . .  . .  . .  . 
.,,.. 



20 

Table 8 

Expected Rates of Recidivism Compared to Observed Rates, Baston State and Shirley 
Releases During the Years 1972 and 1973 

Expected Observed Probabilil 
Sampie Recidivism Rate Recidivism Rate Level 

Shirley Prerelease 

Boston State Pre-Release 

30.9% 

21.5% 

TOTAL SAMPLE 25.7% 

17.7% 

8.0% 

12.4% c3 
-001 w 

SOURCE: LeClair, Daniel P., Prepark  Prisoners for Their Return to the Community: The Evaluation of the Rehabilita- 
tive Effectiveness of Two Pre-Release Programs Operated in Massachusetts; Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Tulane 
University, July, 1975. 
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Table 9 

Expected and Aaua[ Recidivism Rates by Furlough Participation 

Expected Rate A c i d  Rate 
of Recidivism of Recidivism 

GROUP A: Releases in Year 1973 

I. 25% 

11. 27% 

m. Total group of all males released in 1973 26% 

Ail males released in 1973 who received a furlough 

AI1 males released in 1973 who did not receive a furlough 

GROUP 8: Releases in  Year 1974 

I. 

II. 

m. 

All males released in 1974 who did receive a furlough 

At1 males released in 1974 who did not receive a furlough 

Total group of all males released in 1974 

24% 

26% 

25% 

SOURCE2 LeClait; Daniel P., "Home Furlough Program Effects on Rates of Recidivism", Criminal 3ustice and Behavior, 
Volume 5 ,  No. 3, September, 1978. 

16% 

27% 

19% 

16% 

31% 

20% 

:%.:..~.. .>:.:3< ~ ' ' . .  
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Table 10 

Matrix of Differential Participation in Two Reintegration Program 
Selection Factors Controlled by Base Ewpectancy l‘abtes: 

Males Released from Years 1973 Through 1976 

Aaual  
Recidivism Rate 

Expected 
Category Number Recidivism Rate 

I. Prerelease, Furlough 769 22.2% 9% 

Ii. Non-Prerelease, Furlough 1393 25.2 17% 9+ 
IiB. Prerelease, Non-Furloughs 

IV. Non-Prerelease, Non-Furloughs 

I is 
967 

23.0% 

26.3% 

26% 

29% 

SOURCE: LeClair, Daniel P., “Societal Reintegration and Recidivism Rates“, Massachusetts Department of Correction Report 
Number 159, August, 1978. 
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Table I1 

Differential Recidivism Rates of Security Level of 
Institution of Release for Male Population 

Released in 1974 

Number of Expected A d  
Category Releases Recidivism Rate Recidivism Rate 

I. Maximum Security 

J& Medium Security 

m. Minimum Security 

N. Prerelease 

418 27.9% 26% 

130 21.1% 19% 2+ 
81 

212 

22.1%. . 

21.1% 

I 

f3 
12% & 
9%* 

I ~ 

f3 
12% & 
9%* 

V. Total Male Releases 84 1 24.6% 20% 

*Statistically Significant 

SOURCE: LeCiair, Dank1 P, "An Analysis of Recidivism Rates Among Residents Released From Massachusetts Correctional 
Institutions During the Year 1974", Massachusetts Department of Correction Report Number 136, September, 
1977. 
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Trend Discerned Through Extended Follow-Up Periods 

Data presented in  sections one and two of this report incorporate a definition of recidivism that utilizes a one~year fbfloW- 

up criterion, Though subject to limitations, the one year foffow-up period used in this definition. allows planners and 

administrators to receive feedback in a reasonable time frame for the deccision-making process. For example, many of the 

individual program components of the reintegration model had been federally funded for experimental trial purposes and were 

planned for pick up by permanent state funding a t  a fater date if and when programmatic effectiveness could be demonstrated. 

The series of one year follow-up studies allowed timely input, and thus relevant research data were available in the decision- 

making processes, leading both t o  an expansion of the reintegration programs and to the permanent state funding of these 

programs. 

In studying recidivism, however, correctional researchers have pointed t o  the problem of "cross-over effects" whereby 

results found using a one year follow-up period become changed or reversed when the follow-up period is extended. Such concerns 

have prompted the National Advisory Commission of Criminal Justice Standards and Coals to recommend a three year fotlow-up 

period as a response to this problem. Therefore, a concern existed that the limitations of the one year follow-up studies cast 

doubt on the va!ldity, of the overall research findings. This prompted replications of some of the earlier studies of prison releases 

which used a one year follow-up to see if emerging trends had remained consistent after additional years of follow-up. A first 

replication attempt involved a two year foilow-up of releases in the year 1973 (LeClair, 1976). In this study no evidence of "cross- 

over effects" was found. The major findings from the two year follow-up analysis fully supported the original one year follow-up 

study. A second replication involved a five year follow-up of the releases in the year 1973 (LeCIair, 1981). Again the major 

. . , . . . . . . . .  . .  . .  . .  
.~ ,..... . . ..., . . . .. 
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findings of the former ohe and two year follow-up studies remained consistent. &ut because only a small percentage of the 

releases in the 1973,sample had participated in reintegration programs (approximately 10% of the sample), the results were 

viewed as tentativt. 'For.this reason a second fiwyear follow-up study was conducted using the population of releases in the year 

1976 (leelair, 1983). For the 1976 releases, more than 50% of the sample had been involved in the reintegration model 

programming. Analysis revealed that all trends previously idenzified rernianed unchanged upon extension to five years of fotlow- 

up, thus denying a significant role to "cross-over effects" in the Massachusetts research. 

.~ 
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soners 

By Patrick A Langan, Ph.D. 
Davld J. Levin. F'h.0. 

ars SYatLsbirBns 

This study of the rearrest, reconviction, 
and reincarceration of prisoners 
tracked 272.1 11 former inmates for 
3 years aFter their release in 1994. The 
272,111 - representing two-thirds of 
all prisoners released in the United 
States that year - were discharged 
from prisons in 15 States: 
Arizona Maryland North Carolina 
California Michigan Ohio 
Delaware Minnesota Oregon 
Florida New Jersey Texas 
Illinois New Yo& Virginia 

Four measures of recidivism 

The study uses four measures of 
recidivism: rearrest, reconviction, 
resentence to prison, and return to 
prison with or without a new sentence. 
Except where expressly stated other- 
wise, all four study measures of recidl- 
vism - 
* refer to the %year period following 
the prisoner's release in 1994 - include both %State" and "out-of- 
State" recidivism. 

"In-State" recidivism refers to new 
offenses committed within the State 
that released the prisoner. "Out-of- 
State" recidivism refers to new 
offenses in Slates other than the 
one where the prisoner served tlme, 

linong nearly 300,000 prisoners released in 15 States in 1994, 67.5% were 
rarrested within 3 years. A study of 1983 releases estimated 62.5%. 

OMcnae of D i i s ~ n e I s  released in ?BO3 and 1994 

1994' 
f i t  rCbased prcsoncrs E:-- 

V l  Ole", 

PrOPYrtY 

0 l " P  

P"bllL7Xde' 
.. 4 

0% 10% 40% 60% 80X 
Poicall1 tY.lrle91ed w,lhin 3 yea- 

* W&hin 3 years From their release 
in 1994 - 

67.5% of the prisoners were 
rearrested for a new offense 
(almost exclusively a felony or a 
seiious misdemeanor) 
46.9% were wconvicled for a 
new crime 

25.4% were resentenced to prison 
for a new crime 

51.8% were backin prison, serving 
time for a new prison sentence or 
fora technical violation of their 
release, like failing a drug test, 
missing an appointment with their 
parole officer. or being arrested 
for a new crime. 

. Released prisoners with the highest 
rearrest rates were robber; (70.2%). 
burglars (74.0%), larcenists (74.6%), 

motor vehicle thieves (78.8%), those 
in prison for possessing or selling 
stolen property (77.4%), and those in 
prison for possessing. using, or sellins 
illegal weapons (70.2%). 

- Released prisoners d th  the lowest 
rearrest rates were those in prison for 
homicide (40.7%). rape (46.0%), Othei 
sexual assault (41.4%), and driving 
under the influence (51.5%). 

* Within 3 years. 2.5% of released 
rapists were arrested for another rape 
and 1.2% of those who had served 
time for homicide were arrested for 
homicide. - The272,ll l offendersdisohargedir 
1994 had accumulated 4.1 million ar- 
rest charges before their most recent 
imprisonment and anolher 744,000 
charges within 3 years of release. 

. . .. . .. . ,. 
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Three of the recidivism measures - 
rearrest reconviction. resentence to 
prison - are based exclusively on 
official oriminal records kept in State 
and FBI criminal history repositories. 
One recidivism measure - return to 
prison with or without a new prison 
sentence - is formed from a combina- 
tion of mrds from criminal history 
repositories plus prison records kept 
by State departments 01 corrections. 

- Within 3 years oftheir release 
in 1994,61.7% of offenders sen- 
tenced for violence were arrested for 
a new offense, though not necessarily 
another violent offense. Property 
offendem had the highest rearrest 
rate, 73.8%: released dmg offenders, 
66.7%; and public-orcier offenders 
(mostly those in prison for driving 
while intoxicated or a weapons 
offense), a 62.2% rate. 

* Men were more likely to be 
rearrested (68.4%) than women 
(57.6%); blacks (72.9%) more likely 
than whites (62.7%): non-Hispanics 
(71.4%) more likely than Hispanics 
(64.6%); younger prisoners more 
likely than older ones; and prisoners 
with longer prior records more likely 
than those with shorter records. 

-An estimated 7.6% of all released 
prisoners were rearrested for a new 
clime in a State other than the one 
that released them. They were 
charged with committing 55,760 
such crimes. 

f No evidence was found that spend- 
ing more time in prison raises the 
recidivism rate. The evidence was 
mixed regarding whether serving 
more time reduces recidivism. 

To an unknown extent, recidivism rates 1.7% for some other offense (for 
based on State and FBI criminal 
history repositories understate actual 
levels of recidivism. The police agency 
making the arrest or the court dispos- 
ing of the case may fail to send the 
notiiying document to the State or FBI 
repository. Even i f  the document is 

example, an unspecified felony 

sent, the repositow mav be unable to 
match the person in the document to 
the correct person in the repository or 
may neglect to enter the new informa- 
tion. For these reasons, studies such 
as this one that rely on these reposito- 
ries for complete criminal history infor- 
mation will understate recidivism rates. 

Characterlstics of the 272,111 
released prisoners 

Of offenders released from prisons in 
15 Slates in IS94 

91.3% were male (table 1) 
50.4% were white 
48.5% were black 
24.5% were Hispanic 
44.1% were under age 30. 

The 272.1 11 were in prison for a wide 
variety of offenses, primarily felonies: 

22.5% for a violent offense (for 
example, murder, sexual 
assault, and robbery) 

example, burglary. auto theft, 
and fraud) 

drug trafficking and possession) 

(roughly 33% driving while 
intoxicatedldriving under the 
influence, 32% a weapons 
offense, 8% a traffic offense, 
9% a probation violation. and 
the remainder, such crimes as 
escape, obstruction of justice, 
Wurt offense, parole violation, 
cOntributing to the delinquency 
of a minor, bigamy, and habitual 
offender) 

33.5% for a property offense (for 

32.6% for a drug offense (primarily 

9.7% for a public-order offense 

or misdemeanor) 

Table 1. Profile oi prisonen released 
in 1994 from prisons in I S  States 

Percent Of 'e- 
based.inmates 

Ethnictly 
Hiepgnic 
NonHispanio 

Age at rtllBa50 
14-17 
16-24 
25-29 
3a34 
5539 
40-44 
45 or older 

o f l ~ ~ ~ ~ f o t w h k h  Inmate 
was sewing a SenoDnco 
VIoient 
hopefly 
DWS 
Pubborder 
other 

senten~e length 
Maan 
Median 

Time served bekm mIBaS0 
Mea"' 
Median' 

PorCent of sentence served 
belore mlr)asc 

Prior armst 
Mean n u m m  of PI~M a m i s  
mian  number 

Prior convlOtion 
Mean number 
~ediannumber 

Prior prison sentence 

9t.3% 
8.7 

50.4% 
48.5 

1.1 

24.5% 
15.5 

0.3% 
21.0 
22.8 
22.7 
16.2 
9.4 
7.6 

22.5% 
33.5 
32.6 
9.7 
1.7 

58.9 mos 
48.0 mO5 

20.3 moir 
13.3mos 

35.2% 

93.1% 
8.8 
6.0 

Si.4% 
3.8 
3.0 

43.8% 

. .  
NOW: -.%or does not indude the axrest. 
convktlon. orpdson senienoe forwhichthe 
272.111 we.minprlson:ln 1994. Cakulatfon 
&prlorconGidmn eXdwdeS Ohio. Catadation 
of sen- kngm (defined as totel ma%imUm 
sentence) amd lime semed Is based on Yrst 
release$ only and exclules Mlchlgan (whim 
 ported minimum, not maximum. sentence) 
and Ohio (which did not report data lo IdmW 
"first releases"). 
*Exduds credited jail W e .  
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. .  
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The average prison sentence length 
was nearly 5 years. On average, the 
prisoners were released after serving 
35% of their sentence, or about 20 
months. 

Seventy percent had 5 or more prior 
arrests (not including the arrest that 
brought them to prison), and haif had 2 
or more prior convictions (not including 
the conviction that resuited in their 
prison sentence). 

For 56.4% of the released orisoners 

Table 2. Recidivism rates of prisoners released in '1994 from prisons 
in 16 States, by time aRer release -1 

Cumulative pemnt  of released piisoners who 
wem- 

Rehrrned lo prison 
rime a m  reicas8 Rearrested Remndcted' with new senten+$ 
6 months 29.9% 10.6% 5.0% 
1 year 44.t 21.5 10.4 
2 years 59.2 36.4 18.8 
3 years 67.5 46.8 25.4 

.Encause oi missing data. prisonem reteaaed in Ohio were excluded 
from b e  d m s n o n  of -nt reconvtcted. 
mNeW prison Swt-"hdudeS W SeOIen~es to Slate Or Federal prison5 b+ . 
no1 to rocal]ails. Because of missing data. pdsaneta released in Ohio and \ r i~ lnm WBFW 
excluded from b e  atsllallon of wPsrwnl returned to pdson wib % new pdaun senlence: - the prison sentence they Gere sewing 

when released was their first-ever . Not all of the reconvicted prisoners The volume of arrests is the number of 
'sentence to prison. Almost 44% had were sentenced to another prison term different times a person was arrested. 
sewed a prior prlson sentence. for their new crime. Some were The volume of arrest charges is the 

sentenced to confinement in a locat jait. sum of the charges over all the differ- 
Recidivism rates at different lengths Some were sentenced to neither prison ent times the person was arrested. 
of time after release norjail but to probation, which allowed 

them to remain free in their communi- Arrest records provide an incomplete 
Within the first 6 months of their ties but under the supervision of a measure of actual m'minal activity. 
release. 29.9% of the 272,ll I offend- probation officer. While people are sometimes arrested 
ers were rearrested for a felony 01' for crimes Ihey did not commit, 
serious misdemeanor (table 2 and Within the first year of release, 10.4% research indicates that offenders 
figure 1). of the 272.11 1 released prisoners were commit more crimes than their amst 

back in prison as a result of a convic- records show.' 
Within the first year Ihe cumuiatiie total tion and prison sentence for a new 
grew to 44.1% and within the first 2 crime; within the first 2 years, 28.8%; *Alfred Elurnstein arid othan. uiminal Carem 

years, 59.2%. Within the first 3 yeais of and within the first 3 years, 25.4%. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g t a n ,  ' e .  
,their release, an estimated 67.5% of 
the 272.1 I 1  released orisoners were The number of crimes committed 

CII 

rearrested at least once 

The first year is the period when much 
of the recidivism occurs, accounting for 
nearly two-thirds of all the recidivism of 
the first 3 years. 

Within the first year of release, an 
estimated 21.5% of the 272.1 11 
released offenders were reconvicted 
for a new felony or misdemeanor, 
within the first 2 years, a combined 
total of 36.4% were reconvicted; and 
within the first 3 years, a combined 
total of 46.9% were reconvicted. 

by the 272.1 11 released prisoners 

How many crimes the 272.1 11 prison- 
ers ever committed - both prior to and 
following their release -is unknown. 
The best estimate available from 
official sources is the volume of crimi- 
nal charges found in arrest records. 
The volume of arrest charges is not the 
same ttiing as the volume of arrests. 

Witbin a year of setease from prison. 
44.3% of prisonen were rearrested; 
within 3 yean, 67.5% were rearrusted 
and 25.4% had a new prison sentence 
~ e m e n t  or i e l e a s ~ f  
prisoners in $ 5  slate* 
70% 

80% 

50% 

40% 

50% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
6 mos 1 yr 2 yrs a yr: 

rime aner retease 

i.,.: 

. .  

5,; 
,. .. ,.: 
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